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SG<^ of claim. 

Election of S^^evies with traverse 
Applicants trav^e l9ie Requirefneirt for Restriction; Appiicants.provisionaifJy elect for 

presciJb^%aul[ late ^r^ earners IhrougJ^ a ii^ium subject to 

miittipaiii di^rtion, vs^idi embodiment is iiiusti^^^^^b^ 10 and 11 of ^flie api^licafion 

drawmg. ttfisSs feefieved^^ 

33ie Ex^umfiex caaifiis 46-4S corJif^piond to ffle jflji^ emtjodime^^^ of a^lii^fs^ 

liiva^laori fe discerns, ilie €xainiiier% attention is dmvm toliiaSngdmni c&ns 4&-4S^^ 

geaerie claims 29 m4 52 apply to ifee provisitMiMiy elected embcKliment of appiicaats' inventiort , 
s0Sk^ms^6m Ota. So do i-laims 30-32 and 53. Accordii^y, ai lea^t daims 29-32, 46^8 and 
52-53 ^ouidibeexammed 031 

lite Examiner iiidi<^s Aatci^ 24-26, 29-43 ai^d 52-54 co!i^sp<^ to 
enibodiment of appiicatits' invention tfaat he discerns, Giaims 42^44^ directed to particulars of 
^rcc&ii^s ush^^ <rf^e ccmstmciion 

(tescemedby theaExamin^. Accordingly, ap|3^^ 

^ycag^ed togeSiier wMi claims 24-^4 ^^-41 and 52-54. Per 809, linking claim 48 would also 

feave to'be giftDf^d wth claims 24^6, 29^4 and 52^54 for examin^on. 

ISeExaminer indicates IfM^d 
of ^^Jicants' invention iliiatle discaiis. Claim 45, directed to paitici^^ 

passband egwalization, provides detaite of the c^sCi^ction of Ifee second enribodiment discaiied%y 
Sie Examiner. According, applicants cimm 45 also is p-pperiy grouped togedier with 

€Mm§ 27-41 aiid 52-54. ^&rmPEPm9yliiMng €imm mUadalsoliave^o^e 
clainas 27*44 ^ 45 and 52-54 fe examinanon. 
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MjeBxan^er indicates daims 49-5^1 coiresiKma to IheCou^ 

<leneric ciaiins 29 52 agp3>ly to inveiidon lilui^rated iiv 

MGlfRES 12 on^i 13 df%ek^^ appiicaiits point <mt. So do cfenms 30, 31 arid 53, 

Claims 24-26 direi^edtd the fi^ embddimeatprescdb^^^^ eqtiaOfizatioii, Tf\au!e Glaixtis 

27 & 2B directed to ;&e secoad €ad>odimcntp^ 

e^ttalization i^^ :^i3fcoeeds #te demodulator or sj^cbrodyne circiiifey; m 

isiasSband equaiizatioB equa^^^^ demodulator or synchrddyne cffcutay , 

ifee flii^a Md fourfii eiS?ddimeri^ rmv^fi<m discerned % IKe^xammar diS^ 
^s^tidiy in liiat tfee Ifeird ^mbodimeM^siSioys feaseband ^udiz^tkni aiid^ifee foui^ ^bodiaa^ 
employs-passband equafization. 

Apjilicaitts tor pittems m the dectroi^ am are laced wi^^ pr^ 
Equiva!ei^lasrecCTtflyi>eenc%pMby^^^^ So, €ifec^ive^p^iCTtp[X>tectiOT 

dfescnption mkI claiming Of 

acquamtedwife ajgJlkiants in^ ti S . patent Ho, 6,124,898 issued 26 Septesriber 20C^ to^ €. © . 

A, ILiimbei^ entitled ^13IGIim ffi.Emi(MfyEaGl\^ WOT 

evidence &ee% tm^ijjt idiat, at ^ time ^3plicaii«m serial No. ^09^23^500 wastHed, pas^jsua^d 
eqjialization was Icndwd to -^e DTV art to eqiaalizatiooi. Apj>ficartts 

decBse to argue &at GJ&ns 27 & 28 are pateat^Me ov^ Claims 24-26/iBasmydi as iiis could 
^abgec* Oaims 27 & to an obviou^ess4yp€ d^^terpj^i^na^ re^ectioR ^^ased ^ t3 ^paient ^fe 
6v424,898, if there is no decision ^t common gitninds for patentability ^ foiaiid in tie two sets of 

Neilh^ applicmf Giakes any claim in lus application to ha^g mven^ted Mapfive baseband 
e^jualization per se or to having invented ad^tive:j^rf>and ©guali^^on par se, llie fij^miner seelts 
aSmission by the ajfflicante &at one of &ese forms of equalizatiOT is obviom from die ofli^. At die 

per se and adaptive |^ were rec^mxed as aitemaiive foims of 

adapfeve eqiialization with respective advai^^rs and di^ Gonsequentlyj it isuneiear to 
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issue m&is^pik^ion^Obviousriess^^^ tissue <Hiiy if mtopation of apai^^ 

forni of adapti ve equalization couid iK>t fee shown . 

^e^xBHiirier's setecSoi^^ c^^ demaiHl for admissiOTS tiOTcemirvg fte 

l^aentaMity of <tee ovex^ other ii^ was ISas^ <m^ 

I?)is asst^nptiow contaim si^tantSal eiroryand flie R^uhraiem for Restoctt^^ 

based on a feulty presiio^tion as to fee issues of , patentability of fee claims currently active in fee 

application. 

Appl icanis' 813 MM ARY OF INVENTION Indicates equaJization tecl^riiques to ^ 
iK>ve1 in that "fee system cbsffacteristic of fee adaptive fillering is calculated &om fee discrete 
Fourier b*ansfoOT of fee input signal supplied- to fee adapti ve j&lt^ing and :&OiB fee discrete Foimo" 
finansfoiin of fee transimtted sigEuil as estimated m fee receive'". See|>age32j lines 9-1 
application, itis not fee airangement of processing 8 VSfi si^alsfeat is fee primary feasis for 
f>a*entabiiity jno^^^^o^^ claims^ bufl rafeer fee m^ner in w^iidi fee weighting coefficients for fee 
adaptive chanad-equalizatian filters are computed, 

P^entabiiity in bofe fee^^^fi^ and second embodiments of fee invention is predicted on fee 
non-obviou^ess of fee wei^ting coeflfcients for equalization filterit^ being determined by DFT 
mefeods ^lied to oidinary data in SYSS signals, fhis is basis for applicants traversing restriction 
between fee first and s^^ond embodiments^^ discerned by fee Examiner. 

P^entability of linking claims 48 and 51 in fee feird tod f<^!fe embodim^ts is^^^i^^ on fee 
n©n-ob\4ousness of fee wei^feig coeffici^ts for eguaiization ffltermg beiiig d^b^^ 
mefeods applied to ordinary data in 8 VSB signals, fhis is fee basis for applicants' opinion feat 
a®?EP 809 requires feat linking claim 48 :be ^ouped togefeex wfe claims 24-26, 29-44 and 52-54 
for examination, IMs is also the basis for applicants' cpini<«i feat MPEP 809 requires feat linking 
daim 51 be gj^)uped togefe^ wife claims 27-41, 45 and 52-54 for exammation. 

Patentability in . bofe fee fe ird and fotirth embod iments of fee invention is pred icated on fee 
non-obviousriess of two inventions feat are related to eacb ofeer. Cfee inventi<m is fee wei^ting 
coefficients for equaii2^tion 'fi^^^ being determined by OFT mefeods ^^plied to ordinary data in 
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8 VSB sj^ais. The other inveation ctmcems^^i^^ equMiz^on resulting 

demodulation M demodul^fen axes o^her th^ the in-^^ aiid quadmture-phase demodulation axes. 
This is basis for applicants ^versii^ res^cdon between the ifeiid and fourth embodiments of their 
mventiG© discerned toy ifc^^^ 

At the time i^plicaats filed Iheir application they knew^ ti^ designers were 

using time-^dmaih ^Ssuin^ filter^, but appi^^^^ anyone had 

contemplated using fi^uency-domain channel-^ Aj^Jicsmts ' subsequenfly filed 

prior-art statement and ^previous responses have es^lished Mmt frequency-domain channel- 
equaliz^ioa filters per se were fcnown in &e digital eommuniciations art ApfSicants presumed that 
fequ^icy-domain ohmmtil-equaiization fill^ coilMhave^been consid^ed by DTV^eceivCT 
designers when attempting ito solve channel-^quahzation problems. A|3j>licants narrowed ^eir 
claims accordingly . Applicants * action in this regard is &r&er indica^on that^ey view She primary 
iteist of invemi<m in most of the active ciaimsCisted in iieir response to Ae^rst GMce Action to%e 
a^e manner in vii^ch the weighting coeffid^ for fee adaptive channei-^ualization fiB^^ 
computed. Ifeis, rather than in tiie arrangement of channei-equstiization filtering relative to the 
demodulator, 

Apparatos claim 29 claims in broad tenns tecei vers having channel-equalizatiOT littering the 
westing coetScienfe of which arc deteimined^y ©FT me&ods applied to ordinary data in 8 VSB 
signals. Claim 29 is gmeric to at 3east some ofihe claims directed to each of the embodiments of 
&e invenfion* Me&od claim 52 clahBs:in broad toms fee wei^ting coefficient for equMzafion 
fiitering betiig detenBined by ©FT methods applied to ordinary data in 8 VSB si^ails. Claim 52 is 
generic to at least some of the daims directed to eadi ol'iflie entbodiments of Ae invention, Alifbur 
embodiments of flse invenfion a common issue as to pa;tentaabiliiy, w^^^ at 
^e tSme applfcants made their in^ using ©FT medM^s on wdinary 8VS B signals to de^teimSne 
the wei]^ting cocificients for equalization^^^^^ obvious. That is, obvious to one v^ho was bf 

average in the ©TV ait and was fiiily acquainted wilh &e relev art, Miere there is a 

eomnion specific issue to patentabifity, thereis imity of kvmSon^ and ti^ pnnc^e of one ?^teit 
for oiie invention thatl&e courts have found 35 USC 10! to mandate sliouid apply. 
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(yaims 46^48 direcl^dlo ihe ihird enAodimentpi^scribe toasfitoand equ^ for 
demodutetioa aJ doBodui^km axes other flsanibe in arid <juadiatore-j>feise demodulafion axes 
used in tfee first embodiment. Cfaims 49-5 i directed to the fiHirth embt^iment presmbe passband 
equaiizanra for draMdu^ at demodulation axes odi^ fean the in-^k and quadrature-|>hase 
demoduiabon axes as in die second embodiment. ^Demodulafion at diese other axes ^ited 45** from 
3fee in^rjdiase and quadi^re-phase demodulation axes is tdiieved noveij based on search of U.S. 
I>atents made % japplicant Linibej:^, l>eniodu1alion at axes shifted 45"^ from flie in-pliase and 
quadraiure-|Aase deinodulatioii axes is j^efe^ble for c<M53i>lex equalisation, im> matter ifee w 
vflubh the diannel-eguatlization filtering is adapl^d^ since flie number multipliers reguiied is half 
&e nmnber required for in-phase and q 

the equalization filtering is increased 40% since^bodi compiex-s^nsaHcomponmt fi&ecs c^ry 
substantial signal, instead of just one as is the case wifli converitionai eompiex equalization, 

©emoduiation at axes Shifted 45'* firom Ae in-phase and quadrature-|>hase demodulation axes 
is specificaHy p-efeable for applying OFT to ordinary WSB data since bofe componCTilte of 
complex demodulated si^aM, raflier lhan just one, have sufficient enei^ to rise above Pendant 
noise when carrierpha^-todc is adbieved, Accordingiy, noise has reduced effect m complex DiFT 
computations based on ordinary 8 VSB si^ials. 33iese effects are aJlud^ to in ilie pamgi^li 
bridgingpages 34 and 35 of the specification. The invention of demodulation at axes shifted 45'* 
&om the inipihase and quadrature-phase demodulation axes is reiated toMhc invention of perfonaing 
DFT eonqjutationsa^ased on^OT^^ signals, T<^ether 4hey ^provide better performance ^^i^ 

CMi be ob^ined wifeoutihe ^ft in d^oduia^^ axes. 

Applicants have a positive duty to disclo^ the jjreScrred embodiments of their invention, and 
the ^z//^/?ragKo for complete disclosure ^Siould be ^protection of both of the non-obvious inventive 
aspects fliat the vpref erred emb^ 51 ^hare. 

Restri<a:ion :pra<^3ce^at not only toiei-^es, but encourages less than a Ml examination of issues 
of patentability conceniing preferred emk^ ajpg>ears lauhy and 

inequitable. Where &ere are rei^^/ei/ in veritions in the pre of iheir invenfion, 

examining just one of fee inventions is usually not accepted pmc^e, as M^fiF 808 .02 discbses. 



34 



Atty, Dkt n ALKli)3 A ^e-i^nse lo 2na Office Action f»ATENT App. # 1)9/^23,^ 

^Patents sound in equity, and applicants ^ould be able to ciaini lessTfa'cfeired of feeir 
invention as well iSiose p^ferred emb<xlknents w&in tbe same p^ent. It is ineqnifebie to aiiow 
ofeers to eliminate one of die two non*ofevious inventive a^>ects ifee;pjr«fetT&d emt^imerits of tihe 
mventiOT set foiifc-in ciaims 49 and 51 ^are and esc^ infimgeinent of ajspi^ eiaims whale 
enjoying sbenelits of applicants' inv^iion. Case 3aw indicates^ i^ or non- 

obviousaess of inventiofi stobiiM be 3etennined from consideration of flie claimed sulgect matter 
considered as a who^ie^ rafeer fnym fee bbviousn^ m non-ctoA^ousness of eacli componCTl of 
the claimed subject .matt^ as dissected from tlie whole. 

Demodulation at axes ^Ifte^ 45^ from lie in-j&ase and quadratore-phase demodulatioa axes 
is a re/a^ei/iiv^Sion to mmg SFT mefliods <m ordm^ B¥SB sisals to de^omine the weigliting 
coeMcients for equalization filtering. So tibe Examiner must establish reasons fQr^insisting on 
resection amongst iie ciaimSvW^ Ifee 
Examiner has not established tiiat equalizers are ciassified for seaix^h according to the axes of 
demodulation of the signal being subjected to channel-equalization;,per criterion A of MFE^ 
for suppoi^ng reliction, it appears fi^m &e record fliat appiicmits were fiie lirst to expend e^ 
on cfeahgingi ^e axes 

axes in order to gain inventive advantage. Tliei^forc, criterion B of MS^P 808.02 ^r suppoiting 
leslriction is nc^ satisfied. IJie Bxan3iner 23as made no j^owiog 1^ aspects of in veaition 

weie steady recogoized as separate subjects for inventive endeavor. is no appreciable 

difference in the field of search in regard to the two aspects of iBv«tition; boA concern the rather 
narrow Keld of djannel-equBSizatkm fi^ So, criterion C of 1^EP^©8.G2 for suf^^ 
restfii^on is not satisfied. Simply put, Miere is no prior basis for finding the ihiix! and fouiih 
embodiments lo^e inde^ndent of Ae first and second embodiments^ respectiv^y. itis an asj^ect of 
applicmits' inv^tion in regard to its inefierred em1>odiments that is offered as a%asis for re^dfion^ 
vMdi Ss inq:>ennissibie restriction -pEractice. ISiefiroper basis for xeslriction is that the inventions 
naust be s^arate said distinct &mn each other as judged by criteria already e:^Sbli^ed in the prior 
ajEt. MFSa* 808:02 disctoses that this is so, at least ^>sent any clear indication^iat separate 
classification is planned. Incidentally^ die concern about classification seems excessive and not very 
logical, since it is an easy matter to include a patent wiffiin more than one dlassificafion. 
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As is often the case when related inventiGns are coached, Ae R^equireniaait for 'Reslriclion 
can^se obviousi3tessHt)g>e doijbte patm&^ Hie seva:ai-ye^ delay in fiie USPI^^ 
preseiuing such requirement imposes an ineguitabk burden on ajg>iicanls if and when such issues 
arise. At ^s lime it is not rea^ifiiy apparent to applicants ^^at 4xasis ^ere would%e for feiing tihe 
first, saecond and fouilh embodiments non-^obvix>us over tte flnrd embodiment Unless 05ere ar^ 
:^tinds for tlie Examiner to fee reasonaMy sure feat ^ere is s^ basis;^^^^ for 
Reaction should t>e ^viSi&awn. 

Comment' concerning Non-abvioumesn of the Generic Claims 

As aJready noted^ cJaim 52 claims in1>road terms &e waiting coeiScients for equ^aizafion 
<5ltermg -being deteiromed^fey^^^^ wdinary datain S VSB signals. GMm 29 

broadly claims a receiver with equaiization filler adsg^ted by such methods. Applicants believe 
procedures using ©FJ mefliods on ordinary 8VSB si^aJs to d^eiaaiine &e weighling^^c^ 
for equalization Siting are no v€j1. Applicants' novel procedures replace &e increment adiustoeat 
IH'ocedures using LMS-gr^ieril methods prevk>usiy used in DTV receivers, the RLS mediods 
l^x^sedibrDTy receivei^^ oriheFW Ajjplicants* noveil 

procedures are quite clearly not ca>vious fiom LMS-gradierit, RLS or^^^^ 

l^e novel procedures using OFT m^ods to detenni^^ f^ 
equalization filtering from ordinary 8VSB s^als differ from prior-art DFT methods to detetmine 
the wei^ting coefficients for equa1i2^tion filtering from special training steals. DFT mediods to 
determine the v^ei^rting eoeffici^ts fe^OTV equ^alization filtoing Irom social traimng signals 
were described by ^hcsHrttim^^ filed 19 Jttnuary 2601, i^^ued 9 

November 2004 and entiSed ^tiHQST CAI^SDLAIICM^I^^ 

BI«>A©CASTDlG3IAi. 3M^\^S1(^ ANDHECSVmSMl 
IMSIZiMG IliEM'\ BF^ wei^ilang coeiScients S^rl^ 

filtering from special training signals were fijither described by applicants and C. B. Patel in U S, 
p^tMo, ^,768,517 fiiedM Inly 2001, issued 27 Jiiiy 2004 md el^ed"1^EMMVE^N1023- 
SEQOSS!CE ei^TOC ANt^LLAM^ 
DlGrTAL TELEVISION BROAIX; AST SYSTEMS". 
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Using OFT naeihods to di^mBJne&e wei^flmg CGefiScieiits Ibr equalizaliGn filtmng^^fr^ 
ordkiary SYSB sisals b iKm^afeviousva^gs^ t?. S, patent No. 5,065^242^^Dietrich et 

a/.), of recoinj, made clear that OFT me&ods for determining the weiring c<^f!ici^us for.ghost* 
sopp^essioii (echo-siu^ suceessfiil; proceeding from speoial ecfeorSiq)pression 

iieference signals comixxs^ of cyclically rq>eti6ve i^ sequences, 31ie 

tytlical r€j>efitio^ isai^ress so-cailed **edge jyheaomena'' 

fliat »e ^ to cause subi^anid^ error in DFT m^ods $or detoiiiinmg Sie wei^rfeig coefficioits S>r 
cliannel-equalizaiicm (ecSio-suppression) filtering. Hie prior ait already of re<;ord fiimishes evidence 
of wtot perscms sicifled k tie ait o &e weiring coelficimts 

for eqtiali2a4k>n filtering ?^iiev at the time ^e inventions now under examination were made, 
35iere were grounds for peisons of ordinary sScill acquainted wife die prior art of using DFT me&ods 
fordiSeiininingflae weig^tiJ3g coe^fficieri^^^ fiitering lo presume fl^t echo- 

oppression refer^ice si^is of special ^igii w^e necessary for DFT meiiiods to be employed 
successfuliy. U S, patents No. 6,8 16,204 and No, 6,76S,5 17 used cyclicsd repetition of PN5i i and 
;PN3 023 sequences that incoiporated data-segment sj^c sequences, 

Hie invention was partly based on observation that DFT mediods to determine the wei^ting 
coefficient for e<|uaiiza€on Mtei^^ ordinary 8 VSB signals mi^t te possible because fee data 
randomization procedure fends to generate symbol sequences with a substanllail amount of varia^on. 
T3ms mi^t aillow g^osits or echoes of the symbol sequences toibe distin^ished from ofiier groups of 
Symbols, l^urdie^^ Itee is liot vmch repetMve Jpa^em exc^t for ^e regally rq[)eated dafe- 
segment sync sequences and for the tr^le l*N63 sequences in the initia! segmm^ of data fields, it 
was perceived that ifeespacings between tte^ data-segment sync sequences were 

tege encMi^^at &eir repetition would not be of mucJi concOTJi W^ to the DTV receiver 
chaiacterizing ftie channel. Applicants <fiscemed also that aver^ng c<^ffici^t d^eimmatiims 
using 1o>^pass filtering could be ^lized to make the adaptation of ft e t^annbl -equalization filter less 
dq>endent on anomalies of individual OFT GompuM signals. 

Ihe invenfion was partly based on the linsi^t that if DFT mdSiods were used on symbol 
sequ^ces substaritially longer iiian employed in the prior art, tiie enrors owing to "edge phenomena" 
would be dihited. Repetition of ^N sequences was the only mechanism for su|^ressing ^e errors 
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owing to "^edge |*eiiomena*^in detennking fte D^^^ was^kaiown in 

l>rk^ art, insofar as applic^ts aware, 

Sudi obs^afions and insight wwe MsufficiOTt of fbemseives to asc^ain vvtietfeCT DFT 
meAods to detennine the weighing coel^cients for channel-equalization fettering ^n>ni ordinary 
8VSB Signals woifld he success&L At most, such cfcservations and insi^|HX)Vided no&ing more 
iian a su^e^on to try , a s«^estion foraiuiated consideration of i^^^^ 
iam from fe^ wo^Scof oSiers, l%e actoai iitility of fiie meAods cotdd only 1>e guessed at, even by 
DFT experts. Computer simiilations by one of flie applicants not only confirmed fiie sospicion feat 
©FT me&ods could be^sed to determ^i^^ 

wdinary «VSB sipiais. Hie results w^e suiprisingiy good for sequ^es of «dy a few thousand 
symbols, good enon^ to be iised in a OTV receiver *at would be commen:ia% competitive at tiie 
time of the invention. 

ISiemvCTfiOTi^jec^ conventional w^ whidi taug^itusmg DFT 

processes on special edio-st^pi^ion reference signals and so tau^l away #om altering tiie DFT 
^processes tt> use syMh&\ sequences from oi^in^ 8 VSB signals: IRiere is no evidence in ^e reconi 
of an enabling su^estion to m^e such alteration, let alone any si^gesfion jfiiat sudb alteration 
would -likely produce a successfy re$ultiia\^ng practical ^iity . IJie con^stent critenon for 
determination of obviousness es whefeer liie - prior ^ woxiid have ^^e^i^ to one of ordinary skill 
in the art &at tiiis process slioiiid be carried out and woifldliave a reasonable likeiaood of success, 
viewed^li^t of tbepiior art.|^ Botfe flie siaggestion andiie expectatom of 

success mu^ be founded in^e priw art, not in die applicant's disclosure, in re ®ow C*^tcatl Go,, 
«37F2d 469, 5 tJSPQ2d 1 529, 1 531 (CA FC 1988). 

The claims are directed to a non-obvious ^ 
the optimum vaine of a result effective pai^meter, so li^ of the Ailercase do^n<« apply. MM 
re AHer, 42 CCPA 824, 220F.2d 454, 105 USPQ 233, the court s^ out the rule tiat die discovery of 
an c^timum vstlue of a variable m a laiown process is noTmaily obvious. CGPA feas found 
excqpfions io fijis nile v^asen ihe results are unexpei^edly good, la re Waymouth, 499 F,2d 1273, 
182 USPQ 290 (CCPA 1974). In any case, there is nothing in die prior art of record to indicate that 
^e ienggi of the symbol s^uence was recognized before &e invention to be effi^ve 
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vaiiable insofar as overeoming &e eirors caused^y "^edge ipfeenomeaa'Vso ihe invaition can liave 
v^mcticai utility. An exiieptio^to iie rate vstoe of a vaiiable in a 

Icnown process is norm^iy obvioas occurs vvlien 'the parajntter was not recog^iized to be a resuit 
^c^e variable; la re ^oale, 559 F.2a6lS35'0SPQ6^(CCPAt977). 

llie aspects of the flxird and fomfli embodiments of Ae invenlion concerning demodulation at 
axes shifted 45^ from the in^ishase and quadrature^phase demodulation axes ^3pear from the cunen* 
record to be cleady non-dbvions. it is not sudi demodulation /?er .^e ^&at consfitutes iihe invention, 
biit flie simplification of flie complex-equalization JSl!^ slbixc^^ such demodulation permits. 
There caii fee a halving of the sutostantial number of inuitiplters ^required. An inventor may obtain a 
patent ^for a confl>inaSion evenihoi:^ it prcwiuces the same result as x^er dev^iceSvif it produces sudi 
result with fewer elements Ihanlhave been used Obde Walgreen Co. et ai^ 

m^SPQ WI- i221^.2a306<GCA 7&Ct) - WritofCeitioran^ 



(9M)-743-489i b a teng>orary tekj^ione nun Avhiie his 

home and office^ damaged in ffurricaneC^ Sometime late in May or in 

ea% 3Ame Ae phone numba: for the unc^ applic^t will again be (941)-624-4302. 
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